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INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF JAPAN 
Graduate School of International Relations 

Academic Year: 2014/2015 

Term: Winter 

 

Course  
Course code: 
DCC 5340 

Course title: Public Policy Process 

Name of Instructor Kim, Jungbu Credit Number: 2 
Instructor’s contact 
Information 

Office#: 307 
Phone #: 541 

Office Hours: 
Tuesday and Thursdays 
10:30- 11:30am 
And, by appointment 

E-mail: 
j.kim@iuj.ac.jp  

Class Schedule  
Day / Time/Classroom 

 Mondays 10:30 am – 12:00 pm and 1:00 pm – 2:30 pm. 
 

Teaching Assistant Nurbek Mamasydykov: nurbek@iuj.ac.jp 

 
Course Description:  
Public policy is understood as a stated or unstated course of (non-)action by government of 
various levels to achieve a desirable status of the community. This class is designed to equip 
students (namely, current and future public managers) with an in-depth understanding of practical 
and theoretical issues in navigating the complex public policy world. Specifically, the class 
introduces the concept of the policy process and theories/frameworks for explaining the process. 
It requires students to 1) get familiar with the defining nature of public policy and the public 
policy process, 2) read and discuss scholarly works explicating the dynamics of the policy 
process, and 3) describe and analyze from a manager’s perspective a policy process at specific 
national or international contexts. During the course, the student is expected to develop a unique 
theory-based perspective to understand and examine dynamic characteristics of the policy 
process in his/her respective country.  
 
For this purpose, an overview of the historical development of the study of public policy will be 
provided, followed by discussions of the concepts, types, and tools of public policy with a special 
attention to the relationship between government and society. Building upon an understanding of 
the strengths and weaknesses of the policy stages heuristic, students will be able to discuss 
theoretical underpinnings in explaining problem definition, agenda setting, policy formulation, 
legitimization, implementation, evaluation, and policy learning and change. The focus being on 
the dynamics involving public policies and participants therein, students will develop both a keen 
understanding of the political nature of the policy process and skills required of public managers 
in navigating through the process in terms of how a variety of participants and their interests 
influence the nature and dynamics at each stage of the process. In addition, students as a team are 
required to identify key theoretical/practical questions of each of the policy stages and debate 
against each other. The same team will write a project paper on the process of a policy in a 
country or of international significance where they are required to apply specific theories and 
frameworks of their choice and present their products to the class.  
 
While designed to make students knowledgeable about, and critical of, the theoretical 
developments of the policy process, this class will also provide students with a basic conceptual 
tool who wants to be a policy analyst.    

mailto:j.kim@iuj.ac.jp
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Learning Objectives: 
• Students become familiar with various definitions of public policy, different policy  

types, and policy tools; 
• Students demonstrate an in-depth understanding of the stages of the policy process; 
• Students identify key roles of the major actors and institutions in the different  

stages of the policy process; 
• Students appreciate the political nature of the policy process, with a sharp focus on the  

various interests, ideas, and participants in the process; 
• Students read and grasp various models and theories of the policy process; 
• Students recognize the public policy as an outcome of collective process where the  

role of social construction is critical; 
• Students understand the importance for policy outcomes of the dynamics of problem       

definition and agenda-setting;  
• Students are able to apply theories of decision-making to different types of policy-making; 
• Students discern different approaches in policy implementation research and evaluate their 

relative strengths and weaknesses; 
• Students understand the key features of policy evaluation designs and the intertwined         

relationship in the utility, significance, and participants of policy evaluation; 
• Students appreciate that policy change can result not just from conflicts of interests and  

values, but also from learning by policy participants; 
• Students develop a keen sense of how policy analysis and evaluation contribute to 

improving the democratic policy process; 
• Students identify and analyze the policy process of their choice using specific theories    

and frameworks; and 
• Students are able to state their understanding of the policy process in a setting of aggressive debate. 

Career Relevance:  
This course will equip future public or nonprofit managers with an essential understanding of the 
dynamics of the policy process, which will enable them to better navigate the challenging process 
of the policy domains that they will be involved in. By explicating the political, managerial, and 
organizational nature of the policy process, the course directs attention to specific skills/expertise 
that public managers are to command for being effective. Students with no public policy 
background will also benefit in terms of improved understanding of how the political system in 
each country is working.    

Course Context or Rationalization: 
This course exposes students to theories of the public policy process developed in the Western 
countries and let students explore the possibility of applying them into their respective country’s 
policy process. Students will be thinking over the advantages and disadvantages of utilizing 
concepts and theories developed elsewhere to understand the policy process of their respective 
countries. In such a way, the course covers the complex processes of diverse policies in 
developing as well as developed countries.  

Delivery Methods: 
Each week there will be two consecutive sessions. The first one will be devoted to lecture and 
discussions about the required readings and learning points. During the second session, there will 
be group discussions (debate) regarding particular topic for the week. After the discussion/debate, 
team leaders will present the main arguments from the group. The entire class will engage each 
other after the group debate. 
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Assessment: 
• Exam:                 40% 
• Quizzes:               20% 
• Policy memo:           15% 
• Team discussion:        15% 
• Participation:           10% 

 
• 96-100 A       90-95.9   A- 
• 80-89.9 B+       70-79.9   B 
• 66-69.9 B-       60-65.9   C 
• <60 F 

Prerequisite:          None 
Textbook(s) Required:  

• Thomas A. Birkland. 2011. An Introduction to the Policy Process: Theories, 
Concepts, and Models of Public Policy Making. (3rd edition). Armonk, NY: 
M.E. Sharpe. 

Reference books/Journal Articles: Provided in Class Outline. 
• Kevin B. Smith and Christopher W. Larimer. 2013. The Public Policy Theory 

Primer. Westview Press. ISBN: 978-0813347493. 
• Frank Fischer, Gerald J. Miller, and Mara S. Sidney (Eds.). 2007. Handbook of 

Public Policy Analysis: Theory, Politics, and Methods. CRC Press.*  
• Paul A. Sabatier and Christopher M. Weible (Eds.). 2014. Theories of the Policy 

Process. (3rd edition). Westview Press. ISBN: 978-0813349268. ** 
    
   *  Soft copy is available over the Internet. 
   ** Soft copy of the 2nd edition (2007) is available over the Internet. 

Class Outline 
(* indicates 
required readings.  
 
Those without * 
are required only 
for the debate team 
members for the 
week, but 
recommended for 
the entire class. ) 

Week 1: Introduction-Why do we study the public policy process?  

- Birkland, Chapter 1* 
- Smith and Larimer, Chapter 1* 

 
Week 2: Theoretical approaches to the policy world 

- Birkland, Chapters 7 (pp. 202-220) & 10 (pp. 287-296). * 
- Smith and Larimer, Chapters 2 & 4.* 

 
- Farr, J., Hacker, J. S., & Kazee, N. (2006). The policy scientist of democracy: 

The discipline of Harold D. Lasswell. American Political Science Review, 
100(4), 579-587. 

- Jann, W. and Wegrich, K. (2007). Theories of the policy cycle. In F. Fischer, G. 
J. Miller, and M. S. Sidney (eds.), Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: Theory, 
Politics, and Methods, pp. 43-62. CRC Press.  

- Lasswell, H. D. (1951). The policy orientation. In D. Lerner and H. D. Lasswell 
(eds.), The Policy Sciences, pp. 3-15. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

- Torgerson, D. (2007). Promoting the policy orientation: Lasswell in context. In 
F. Fischer, G. J. Miller, and M. S. Sidney (eds.), Handbook of Public Policy 
Analysis: Theory, Politics, and Methods, pp. 15-28. CRC Press. 

 
- Key Questions 

o How can we simplify the complexity of the policy world in better 
understand its dynamics? 

o What are the core arguments of the policy cycles (stages) approach? 
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How can it help or not help us better understand the policy world? 

o What is the vision of Harold D. Lasswell for the policy sciences of 
democracy? Have the policy sciences of democracy delivered on its vision? 

o What benefits can the studies of the policy process bring to the policy process?  

o How does Lasswell’s vision match or not match the development of the 
policy sciences?   

 
Week 3: Policy contexts: Actors, interests, values and institutions 

- Birkland, Chapters 2 (pp. 25-54), 3 (pp. 75-87), 5 (pp. 134-160), & 10 (pp. 296-305). * 
- Sabatier, P. A. (1988). An advocacy coalition framework of policy change and 

the role of policy-oriented learning therein. Policy Sciences, 21(2-3), 129-168. * 
 

- Baumgartner, F. R., & Jones, B. D. (2010). Agendas and Instability in American 
Politics, pp.59-82. University of Chicago Press. 

- Campbell, J. L. (1998). Institutional analysis and the role of ideas in political 
economy. Theory and Society, 27(3), 377-409. 

- Campbell, J. L. (2002). Ideas, politics, and public policy. Annual Review of 
Sociology, 28, 21-38. 

- Heclo, H. (1978). Issue networks and the executive establishment. In A. King 
(ed.), The New American Political System, pp. 87-124. Washington, DC: 
American Enterprise Institute.  

- McCool, D. (1998). The subsystem family of concepts: a critique and a 
proposal. Political Research Quarterly, 51(2), 551-570. 

- Mintrom, M., & Norman, P. (2009). Policy entrepreneurship and policy change. 
Policy Studies Journal, 37(4), 649-667. 

 
- Key Questions 

o Who are the major actors in the policy process? What are their respective 
roles and resources? 

o How do interests, ideas, and institutions intermingle with each other to 
produce policies and their outcomes? 

o What benefits can be drawn from understanding the interactions of the 
policy actors in terms of policy subsystems?  

o What is an Advocacy Coalition? Under what conditions do policy 
actors coalesce themselves into a coalition? What are the key resources 
of advocacy coalitions? Under what conditions can coalitions be better 
able to translate their policy beliefs into policies? 

o What are the roles of the policy entrepreneurs in the policy process? 

o How much sense do the theories of Advocacy Coalition, issues 
networks, and policy monopoly make for understanding policy 
processes in developing countries? If any, what additional 
considerations should we take in utilizing these theories for developing 
countries? 

 
Week 4: Problem definition and agenda setting  

- Birkland, Chapter 6.* 
- Kingdon, D. 2002. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies (2nd ed.). 

Longman. Chapters 4 (pp. 83-80) & 9 (pp. 196-208). * 
- Hilgartner, S., & Bosk, C. L. (1988). The rise and fall of social problems: A 
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public arenas model. American Journal of Sociology, 94(1), 53-78. * 
- Cobb, R., Ross, J. K., & Ross, M. H. (1976). Agenda building as a comparative 

political process. The American Political Science Review, 70(1), 126-138. * 
 

- Birkland, T. A. (1998). Focusing events, mobilization, and agenda setting. 
Journal of public policy, 18(01), 53-74. 

- Boscarino, J. E. (2009). Surfing for problems: Advocacy group strategy in US 
forestry policy. Policy Studies Journal, 37(3), 415-434. 

- Brunner, S. (2008). Understanding policy change: Multiple streams and 
emissions trading in Germany. Global Environmental Change, 18(3), 501-507. 

- Fifer, N., & Orr, S. K. (2013). The influence of problem definitions on 
environmental policy change: A comparative study of the Yellowstone 
wildfires. Policy Studies Journal, 41(4), 637-654. 

- Liu, X., Lindquist, E., Vedlitz, A., & Vincent, K. (2010). Understanding local 
policymaking: Policy elites' perceptions of local agenda setting and alternative 
policy selection. Policy Studies Journal, 38(1), 69-91. 

- Sager, F., & Rielle, Y. (2013). Sorting through the garbage can: Under what 
conditions do governments adopt policy programs?. Policy Sciences, 46(1), 1-21. 

 
- Key Questions 

o What is problem definition? Why on earth is problem definition an issue? 

o How is a policy problem defined? When a policy problem is defined, 
what exactly happens? That is, as a result of problem definition, what 
do the policy actors get? What roles do the policy actors play in 
defining a policy problem?  

o What is agenda? What is agenda setting? How and why agenda setting 
is important in the policy process? 

o How are problem definition and agenda setting intertwined? 

o What are the key features of the Kingdon’s agenda setting theory? What 
are the independent streams of problems, solutions, and politics? How 
does a policy window of opportunity open? What is the role of the 
policy entrepreneurs during the agenda setting process, especially when 
the policy window is open? 

  
Week 5: Policy formulation and design  

- Birkland, Chapter 8 (pp. 228-252).* 
- Smith and Larimer, Chapter 8. * 
- Sidney, M. S. (2007). Policy formulation: design and tools. In F. Fischer, G. J. 

Miller, and M. S. Sidney (eds.), Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: Theory, 
Politics, and Methods, pp. 79-88. CRC Press. * 
 

- Bressers, H. T. A., & Laurence Jr, J. T. (1998). The selection of policy instruments: 
A network-based perspective. Journal of Public Policy, 18(03), 213-239. 

- Howlett, M. (2014). Governance modes, policy regimes and operational plans: 
A multi-level nested model of policy instrument choice and policy design. 
Policy Sciences, 42(1), 73-89. 

- Howlett, M. (2014). From the ‘old’ to the ‘new’ policy design: Design thinking 
beyond markets and collaborative governance. Policy Sciences, 47(3), 187-207.  

- Jordan, A., & Matt, E. (2014). Designing policies that intentionally stick: policy 
feedback in a changing climate. Policy Sciences, 47(3), 227-247. 

- Schneider, A., & Ingram, H. (1990). Behavioral assumptions of policy tools. 
The Journal of Politics, 52(2), 510-529. 
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- Stone, D. (2012). Policy Paradox: The Art of Decision Making (3rd ed.), 
Chapters 2& 3 (pp. 39-84). 

 
- Key Questions 

o During the policy formulation stage, exactly what happens? What are 
the major actors during policy formulation and what are their respective roles? 

o When designing a policy, policy designers will revisit the policy goals 
and tools, but policy goals are notoriously difficult to agree upon and 
define. How so? How and why is it so difficult to agree on the concepts 
of efficiency and equity? 

o What are policy instruments or tools? How are these tools different? 
What do such differences across policy tools imply for tools 
choice/selection? 

o What are the rationales of tool selection? According to what criteria can 
a tool be assessed? How is the politics of tool choice waged? 

o How do ideas and interests interact to influence/constrain policy design? 

o What implications does a chosen tool have for the rest of the policy process 
and for democracy?   

 
Week 6: Decision-making in the public sector 

- Birkland, Chapter 8 (pp. 253-259).* 
- Smith and Larimer, Chapter 5 (pp. 99-111 for the rational approach). * 
- Jones, B. D. (2003). Bounded rationality and political science: Lessons from 

public administration and public policy. Journal of Public Administration 
Research and Theory, 13(4), 395-412. * 

- Lindbom, C. E. 1959. The science of “muddling through”. Public 
Administration Review, 19, 79-88. * 
 

- Allison, G. T. (1969). Conceptual models and the Cuban missile crisis. The 
American Political Science Review, 63(3), 689-718. 

- Etzioni, A. (1967). Mixed-scanning: A" third" approach to decision-making. 
Public Administration Review, 27(5), 385-392. 

- Forester, J. (1984). Bounded rationality and the politics of muddling through. 
Public Administration Review, 44(10), 23-31. 

- Robinson, S. E. (2006). Punctuated equilibrium models in organizational 
decision making. In G. Morcol (ed.), Handbook of Decision Making, pp. 
133-150. CRC Press. 

- Weiss, C. H. (1980). Knowledge creep and decision accretion. Science 
Communication, 1(3), 381-404. 

 
- Key Questions 

o What is rationality? How much are policy decisions guided by 
rationality? 

o What is bounded rationality? How is rationality bounded? What 
implications does bounded rationality have for organizational decisions, 
policymaking, and the policy process? 

o What are the key arguments by Lindblom’s “muddling through”? How 
can the Lindblom’s model of decision making be misleading in 
understanding what happens through the policy process?  

o How can Etzioni’s mixed scanning model complement Lindblom’s 
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model? 

o What are the Allison’s three models of organizational decision making? 
How and why are all of these models applicable to explaining the same 
policy decision? 

- Policy Memo Topic Due 
 
Week 7: Policy implementation 

- Birkland, Chapter 9 (pp. 263-272). * 
- Sabatier, P. A., & Mazmanian, D. (1980). The implementation of public policy: 

A framework of analysis. The Policy Studies Journal, 8(4), 538-560. * 
- Meyers, M. K., & Vorsanger, S. (2012). Street-level bureaucrats and the 

implementation of public policy. In B. G. Peters and J. Pierre (Eds.), The 
Handbook of Public Administration, pp. 305-318. SAGE Publications.* 

- Van Meter, D. S., & Van Horn, C. E. (1975). The policy implementation process 
a conceptual framework. Administration & Society, 6(4), 445-488. * 
 

- Brodkin, E. Z. (2011). Policy work: Street-level organizations under new 
managerialism. Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 21(suppl 2), i253-i277. 

- Eaton Baier, V., March, J. G., & Saetren, H. (1986). Implementation and 
ambiguity. Scandinavian Journal of Management Studies, 2(3), 197-212. 

- Matland, R. E. (1995). Synthesizing the implementation literature: The 
ambiguity-conflict model of policy implementation. Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory, 5, 145-174. 

- Tummers, L. (2011). Explaining the willingness of public professionals to 
implement new policies: A policy alienation framework. International Review 
of Administrative Sciences, 77(3), 555-581. 

- Tummers, L., & Bekkers, V. (2014). Policy Implementation, Street-level Bureaucracy, 
and the Importance of Discretion. Public Management Review, 16(4), 527-547. 

- Tummers, L., Steijn, B., & Bekkers, V. (2012). Explaining the willingness of 
public professionals to implement public policies: Content, context, and 
personality characteristics. Public Administration, 90(3), 716-736. 

 
- Key Questions 

o Why did policy implementation not get much attention up until the 
1970s? Why has implementation only started during the 1970s? 

o Why is successful policy implementation difficult? 

o How is policy implementation success different from policy success? 

o What are the key approaches in implementation research? To make 
policy implementation successful, what does each of the research 
approach recommend?  

o What roles do street-level public officials paly in policy 
implementation? Why and how can we expect that the policy 
implemented may be different than the one made by policy-makers? 

 
Week 8: Term exam 
 

Week 9: Policy evaluation 

- Birkland, Chapter 9 (pp. 272-282).* 
- Smith and Larimer, Chapter 6.* 
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- Dye, T. (2011). Understanding Public Policy (13th edition), pp. 323-340. Pearson. * 
- Sridharan, S., & Nakaima, A. (2011). Ten steps to making evaluation matter. 

Evaluation and Program Planning, 34(2), 135-146. * 
 

- Henry, G., & Mark, M. M. (2003). Beyond use: Understanding evaluation’s influence 
on attitudes and actions. American Journal of Evaluation, 24(3), 293-314. 

- Mayne, J., & Rist, R. C. (2006). Studies are not enough: The necessary transformation 
of evaluation. Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation, 21(3), 93-120. 

- McConnell, A. (2010). Policy success, policy failure and grey areas in-between. 
Journal of Public Policy, 30(3), 345-362. 

- Sanderson, I. (2002). Evaluation, policy learning and evidence‐based policy 
making. Public Administration, 80(1), 1-22. 

- Weiss, C. H., Murphy-Graham, E., Petrosino, A., & Gandhi, A. G. (2008). The 
fairy godmother and her warts: Making the dream of evidence-based policy 
come true. American Journal of Evaluation, 29(1), 29-47. 

 
- Key Questions 

o Why is evaluation needed? By evaluating, what can evaluator and 
policy-makers know about? What kinds of knowledge are produced by 
evaluation studies? 

o To know outcomes, effects, or results of a policy, how can evaluation 
research be designed? How to decide upon the outcome to be focused 
on? How to measure the chosen outcome? What is the counterfactual? 
Why is it important to distinguish the counterfactual from the factual?  

o How can knowledge from evaluation change the policy process and the 
policy itself? How are evaluation results utilized? What can be done to 
better utilize evaluation results? 

o How can the interactions between policy evaluators and policy-makers 
be improved? What can be done to better engage policy stakeholder in 
evaluation? 

 
Week 10: Policy learning and change 

- Grin, J., & Loeber, A. (2007). Theories of policy learning: Agency, structure, and 
change. In F. Fischer, G. J. Miller, and M. S. Sidney (eds.), Handbook of Public 
Policy Analysis: Theory, Politics, and Methods, pp. 201-219. CRC Press* 

- Bennett, C. J., & Howlett, M. (1992). The lessons of learning: Reconciling 
theories of policy learning. Policy Studies, 25(3), 275-294. * 

- Dolowitz, D. P., & Marsh, D. (2000). Learning from abroad: The role of policy 
transfer in contemporary policy‐making. Governance, 13(1), 5-23. * 
 

- Busenberg, G. T. (2001). Learning in organizations and public policy. Journal 
of Public Policy, 21(2), 173-189. 

- Dobbin, F., Simmons, B., & Garrett, G. (2007). The global diffusion of public 
policies: Social construction, coercion, competition, or learning?. Annual 
Review of Sociology, 33, 449-472. 

- Hall, P. A. (1993). Policy paradigms, social learning, and the state: the case of 
economic policymaking in Britain. Comparative Politics, 25(3), 275-296. 

- Holzinger, K., & Knill, C. (2005). Causes and conditions of cross-national 
policy convergence. Journal of European public policy, 12(5), 775-796. 

- Simmons, B. A., & Elkins, Z. (2004). The globalization of liberalization: Policy 
diffusion in the international political economy. American Political Science 
Review, 98(1), 171-189. 

- Weible, C. M. (2008). Expert‐based information and policy subsystems: a 
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review and synthesis. Policy Studies Journal, 36(4), 615-635. 
 
- Key Questions 

o What is policy change? When policies change, exactly what are 
changing? 

o As for policy learning, who learns? About what? With what results? 

o How can policy learning result in policy changes? 

o How can the learning approach fit with the approaches based on 
conflicting interests among policy participants? 

o When developing countries try to learn from the experienced from 
abroad, what considerations do they need to take? Why can policy 
transfers from abroad go astray?   

 
- Policy Memo Due to the class. 

 
Others (if any) 
Class 
Activities and 
other Policies 

Class Activities 
- Term Exam: There will be a 3-hour term-exam at the 8th week, with one 

required and two optional essay questions. 

- Quizzes: There will be seven 15-minute quizzes over the term on dates at the 
instructor’s discretion. Each quiz will ask about the key learning points from the 
required readings. The quiz will be graded by the class TA. 

- Debate Exercise: For each class, there will be a debate session among 4-5 
students to be led by a student coordinator and guided by the instructor. Each 
discussion session will last about an hour. For the debate, the team members 
will need to read both the required and the recommended materials for each 
week and identify 2-3 issues to be debated over the session, largely based on the 
key questions for each week’s class. By the end of the session, the team leader 
will summarize their discussion and invite and answer questions from the class. 
The team may want to divide themselves into two opposing groups and argue 
for their respective opinions regarding the questions they will have raised for 
the debate. The debate exercise is to be spontaneously conversations, but to be 
highly coordinated among the team members to make the convincing case for 
the chosen issues. Thus, the team members are strongly advised to have prep 
sessions among themselves before the class. All of the team members are 
expected to actively participate in the debate. This debate session will be graded 
individually. For the choice of debate issues (questions), the team members are 
advised to consult the instructor.  

- Policy Memo: Students as a team – the same team from the debate exercise –
will write a policy memo to the end of the class. This assignment is meant to 
provide an opportunity for the students to demonstrate their understanding of 
the process of a chosen policy in one of the team members’ respective countries 
or on at the international context. In the policy memo, the students are expected 
to address the followings: 1) what problems the policy is trying to deal with and 
how the problem is defined, 2) who are the key stakeholders and relevant 
interests, 3) the chosen policy tools and target population, 4) how the policy is 
being implemented, with information on implementing agency, budget and 
other resources, political support, and behaviors of implementing officials, and 
5) outcomes/effects the policy has produced. In addressing these issues, the 
memo may want to adopt a theory or framework of the public policy process as 
read for the class. Including an abstract at the beginning and the list of 
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references in the end, the policy memo should be no more than 17-page long, 
12-font, double-spaced. A hard copy is due to the class of the 10th week. A soft 
copy is to be submitted to the instructor via email as well. This assignment will 
be graded as a team work, meaning that the team member will have the same 
score for the policy memo.    

Policies and Expectations  
- Academic Honesty: In fulfilling writing assignments, the students are required 

to comply with IUJ’s academic honesty policy. The right sources of citations 
and quotations should be provided in a proper manner. For the exam, the 
students are not allowed to consult anyone other than the instructor during the 
exam. Each case of cheating during the exam and/or plagiarism on the policy 
memo will put the student in the disciplinary procedure, the result of which may 
be an F grade for the class or worse. 

- Class attendance is required, with the only exception of medical emergencies. 
Three missed weeks (6 sessions) will disqualify the student for a passing grade. 
Three points out of total grade scores will be deducted from each missed class 
session, except for medical emergencies. With the medical emergencies, the 
student is required to submit doctor’s letter. 

- Students are expected to come to the class in time. The weekly quiz will start at 
10:30 am, sharp. For the quiz and class conversations, students are required to 
read the weekly reading assignments as indicated in the class outline. 

- During the class, conversations are solely focused on class topics. Students are 
expected to pay close attention to what their classmates talk during the class 
conversations. 

- Students are expected and encouraged to consult the instructor on the matters 
including, not limited to, readings, debate topics and formats, policy memo 
topics and organization, and exam preparation. Students are also encouraged to 
talk to the class TA for these matters. 

- Laptops and cell phones are not allowed during the class.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
<< This syllabus may be subject to changes upon the instructor’s further consideration.>> 


